INTRODUCTION
As a consequence of increased competition for tourism investment and expenditure, differentiation of the destination's offering is considered a key part of a destination marketing strategy. It is argued that Destination Image (DI) has become a key element in marketing efforts aiming to differentiate a destination (e.g. Ekinci, 2003; Hosany et al, 2006) . Therefore, understanding destination image formation is crucial for both tourism professionals and scholars.
Since the appearance of Hunt's (1975) seminal article 'Image as a Factor in Tourism Development', DI has become a concept on which dozens of articles have been published. Pike (2002) analyses 142 journal articles which were published between the years 1973-2000. The literature on destination image in general revolves around its conceptualisation (e.g. Gallarza et al, 2002; Tasci et al, 2007) , its components (e.g. Garnter, 1994; Baloglou and McCleary, 1999) , its measurement (e.g. Echtner and Ritchie, 1993; Govers et al, 2007) and its influence (e.g. Bigne et al, 2001; Prayag, 2009) . Particularly, tourists' decision making process has been investigated extensively (e.g. Heitman, 2011) and it is acknowledged that Destination Image (DI) plays and essential role in this process ; Goodrich, 1978; Um & Crompton, 1990) . Despite this importance, as stated by Baloglu and McCleary(1999) , "little empirical research has focused on how image is actually formed" (p.869) and there is a need for conceptual frameworks of the formation of DI (Gallarza et al., 2002; Lai & Li, 2012) . Notable influential suggestions include the works of Echtner & Ritchie (1991) , Gartner (1994) and Baloglu & McCleary (1999) . While these studies contribute significantly to our understanding of Destination Image formation, several socio-cultural factors and more recent technological changes, especially the influence of social media, have arguably not been considered. This paper attempts to contribute to a more nuanced understanding of destination image formation under the particular conditions created by the current economic, technological and social environment
CONCEPTUALIZATION OF DESTINATION IMAGE
In the early 1990s, Echtner and Ritchie (1991; 1993) criticized the previous works as lacking theoretical conceptualizations. In order to address this gap in the literature, they tried to conceptualize DI through a three dimensional framework. According to this framework DI is formed along three continuums. The first continuum ranges from individual attributes to holistic impressions of a destination. While destination offerings and facilities, such as accommodation, transportation, and visitor attractions, can be considered as individual attributes of a destination, general feelings toward a destination are regarded as holistic impressions. The second continuum consists of functional characteristics, such as weather and landscapes at the one end, and psychological characteristics, for example atmosphere, safety and friendliness of locals, at the other end. The third continuum ranges from common image attributes to unique image attributes. Whereas common attributes can be found in all destinations, such as; whether, landscapes and public transport, and comparisons between different destinations are possible, unique attributes are exclusive to a specific destination (for instance the Eifel Tower in Paris, religious atmosphere in Vatican, and the Pyramids in Egypt). In their ground-breaking articles, Echtner and Ritchie (1991; 1993) emphasize that destinations do not only have individual attributes but also holistic imageries. Although there are significant number of studies dealing with individual attributes of destinations, holistic aspects of DI has been overlooked in tourism research (W. M. Choi, Chan, & Wu, 1999; Ateljevic & Doorne, 2002) . Therefore, to better understand DI, comprehensive studies which consider these overlooked aspects of DI seem to be essential.
A few years later, Gartner (1994) tried to further investigate destination image formation. According to Gartner's (1994) conceptualisation, , DI consists of cognitive, affective and conative components. While cognitive component refer to knowledge and beliefs about a destination, affective image components refer to emotions, feelings, and attachment toward a destination. Based on the cognitive and affective evaluations, there is a conative image which refers to behavioural intentions of travellers. This conceptualization approaches DI as an attitudinal construct (Stern, Zinkhan, & Jaju, 2001; Cian, 2011) and focuses on the image forming agents offering a useful framework to explain image formation. Gartner (1994) focuses particularly on the information sources used in image formation and their significant influence over the whole process. The claim is that if the importance of different information sources in image formation is known, a better image promotion mix can be developed to enhance destination images. An implication of this claim is the assumption that DMOs have control and power to manipulate destination images with a strategic promotion mix, which is seen as unlikely in tourism markets that are highly complex and competitive (Berne, Garcia-Gonzalez, & Mugica, 2011; Buhalis, 1998) .
Another highly influential model was developed by Baloglu and McCleary (1999) . They define image as "an attitudinal construct consisting of an individual's mental representation of knowledge (beliefs), feelings, and global impression about an object or destination" (p.870). Their definition implies that DI consists of three interrelated constructs: cognitive, affective, and global. While both the Gartner (194) and the Baloglu and McClearly (1999) models are shaped around the causal relationships between cognitive and affective components (Lai & Li, 2012) , their main difference is that for Baloglu and McClearly (1999) , the conative component suggested by Gartner (1994) is not considered as a part of DI. . Similar to Gartner, Baloglu and McClearly also mention that information sources play a very significant role in DI formation along with tourist motivations, and socio-demographic characteristics. However, their consideration of sociodemographic factors is based on a market segmentation understanding whereas more novel understandings of markets generally require a move beyond a segmented approach towards more fragmented views (e.g. Firat and Shultz II, This means that while studying image formation, consideration of subjective meanings may open new paths to explore the complex nature of DI. This requires embracing of wider socio-cultural understanding of the tourism phenomenon (Tribe, 2008; Tribe & Xiao, 2011) . Therefore, there is a need for comprehensive studies which consider socio-cultural, historical and economical situations of individuals.
Although valuable efforts have been devoted to conceptualize DI in 1990s, because of the complexity of DI, scholars keep trying to reconceptualise it in the new millennium. Based on a comprehensive literature review, Gallarza et al (2002) postulate that DI is a complex, multiple, relativistic, and dynamic concept. It is complex because it allows more than a single interpretation. Multiplicity of DI refers to its multiple components, from individual attributes to holistic impressions, and multi-disciplinary research on it. Since the tourism products are not generally available to pre-test before purchase, their evaluations are made with subjective judgements rather than objective realities. Therefore, each individual has a unique subjective image for a specific destination; therefore DI is a relativistic concept (Jenkins, 1999) . Finally, DI is not a static concept; rather it is dynamic and it changes according to time and space. Tasci, Gartner and Cavusgil (2007) also try to reconceptualise DI, and define DI as "an interactive system of thoughts, opinions, feelings, visualizations, and intentions toward a destination" (p.200). One of the most recent conceptualizations has been offered by Lai and Li (2012) . Unlike the earlier conceptualizations, DI is not considered as an attitudinal construct in this framework but rather as a collection of core-and periphery images. Although these recent conceptualizations (Lai & Li, 2012; Tasci et al., 2007; Gallarza et al., 2002) try to consider complex and holistic aspects of DI, these studies do not consider socio-cultural, historical, political and economic aspects in their definitions. They consider DI as a crucial tool for destination advertising (Ateljevic & Doorne, 2002; Therkelsen, 2003) , and pay insufficient attention to recent technological changes such as the rapid development of the internet and, particularly, social media. Therefore, there is still a need for comprehensive studies which consider the socio-cultural, historical, political, economic and technological factors.
DESTINATION IMAGE FORMATION IN THE CONTEMPORARY ENVIRONMENT
There have been spectacular changes in the ways the consumers receive and disseminate information about tourism products and services (Buhalis, 1998; Leung, Law, van Hoof, & Buhalis, 2013) . In the past, DMOs controlled the media messages, and tried to create desired destination images through their marketing campaigns, but today travellers do not need to rely on information coming from marketing channels. These changes in communication emancipate individuals from dominance of traditional information sources and open new research areas for scholars. Although there is an increased interest in social media among tourism researchers, the role of the social media and user generated content in DI formation is an area that needs to be further investigated.
Technological improvements are changing our lives, and bring new challenges and opportunities for organizations. As stated by Govers and Go (2009,p.1) "[i] n this present-day world of parallel virtual and 'real' experiences… [t]he common saying, 'It's a small world' is increasingly true". There have been spectacular changes in the ways the consumers receive, consume, and disseminate information about products and services (Hudson & Thal, 2013) . Tourism is one of the sectors which are mostly affected from these changes (Buhalis, 1998; Leung et al., 2013) . Recently, tourism has become the number one industry for the online transactions volume (Mack, Blose, & Bing Pan, 2008) . The rapid increase in internet and social media usage brings new challenges and opportunities both for tourism destinations and travellers (Schmallegger & Carson, 2008) because it changes the information search and purchase behaviours of travellers (Lo, McKercher, Lo, Cheung, & Law, 2011) , ultimately impacting on the way in which destination images are formed. The internet offers extensive opportunities for immediate and direct relationships between market constituents and this has severe consequences for the processes that form images. Online communication technologies and, particularly, social media facilitate and encourage rapid interactions not only between companies (such as DMOs) and consumers but, more importantly, between consumers themselves. The ease of information access and the readily available multitude of communication channels clearly impact on the way in which destinations are represented.
In the past, DMOs controlled the media messages, and they tried to create desired destination images through their marketing campaigns, but traditional destination marketing has been challenged by appearance of social media applications and user generated contents (Frías et al 2012; Gretzel, 2006; Munar, 2012 ) because travellers do not need to rely on information received from controlled sources. They can communicate time efficiently and cost effectively not only with previous visitors to a destination but also with accommodation suppliers, travel companies, DMOs, and local residents of a destination through social media platforms, (Hvass & Munar, 2012; Lin & Huang, 2006; Pan & Fesenmaier, 2006; Xiang & Gretzel, 2010) . Since the contents of social media platforms are not directly controlled by DMOs, they include both positive and negative comments about destinations. These comments affect and change the perceptions of potential travellers (Carson, 2008; Lo et al., 2011; Miguéns, Baggio, & Costa, 2008) . However, there is scepticism about the credibility and trustworthiness of these comments. When people receive information through Word-of-Mouth (WOM), they usually find it credible since it comes from a known source, but in terms of e-WOM the situation is not the same since the source is unknown. Therefore, it is stated that consumers perceive e-WOM as less credible than traditional WOM (Ayeh, Au, & Law, 2013; Bronner & de Hoog, 2011; Prebensen, Skallerud, & Chen, 2010) . This indicates the rather urgent need to further investigate the formation of DI considering the technological changes and the perceived credibility of the information received through social media platforms.
RE-CONCEPTUALIZATION OF DESTINATION IMAGE
Similar to the general marketing discipline, research in tourism has been mainly directed by firm-based understanding of marketing and the marketing environment. Because the wider socio-cultural and historical context of tourism markets is assumed to be too complex (Fesenmaier & MacKay, 1996; Pike, 2005) to attempt to influence it, the attention of tourism researchers have been mainly focused on the firm-based (DMOs) promotional activities. This narrow understanding of tourism and destination has resulted in a lack of research for the socio-cultural and historical aspects in tourism (Venkatesh & Peñaloza, 2006) . While there are some attempts to explore holistic nature of DI through qualitative investigations (Cave, Ryan, & Panakera, 2007; Reilly, 1990; Ryan & Cave, 2005) , their attempts were overlooked by traditional tourism studies.
Holistic approaches to what destinations are (e.g. Saraniemi and Kylanen, 2011) and how their images are formed (Gallarza et al, 2002) help go beyond monolithic views of destinations and thie images. For instance, as briefly mentioned above, the insightful analysis of Gallarza et al (2002) concludes that destination images are complex in that they are not unequivocal, they are multiple in the elements and processes that construct them, they are relativistic in that they are subjective and they are dynamic in that they vary with the dimensions of time and space. Snepenger et al (2007) describe places as 'storehouses of meanings', capturing the ways in which place meaning is defined by visitors and locals through being there, through their consumption practices and through their interactions. Cultural and sociological approaches suggest that places are best thought of as "results of social practice and, thus, processual structures of meanings and values" (Saraniemi and Kylanen, 2011: 138) replacing the traditional, "clumsy and technical supply-demand divisions" (p. 140). For Creswell (2004), places are constructed by people doing things and in this sense are never 'finished' but are constantly being performed.
One of the implications of such novel and nuanced understandings of destinations and their images is that traditional structured methods may not capture holistic aspects of DI (Echtner & Ritchie, 1991) although the vast majority of researchers rely on structured methodologies of post/positivist paradigms. Since the positivist research in tourism offers a better operationalization of tourism management (Tribe, 2008) , research developed in this paradigm favours the managerial understanding of tourism. This can be seen as leading to research that silences the voice of individuals. Therefore, studies which do not only consider managerial aspects of tourism need to be conducted to understand formation of DI (Canally, 2010 ).
As stated above, only a handful of scholars try to conceptualize DI. The concept of DI is understood vaguely and mainly considered as the sum of the individual attributes by significant amount of scholars (Therkelsen, 2003) . We see this as a potentially significant problem in tourism research. Since researchers try to understand and measure each attribute of a destination individually, it becomes too difficult to capture holistic meanings, atmospheres and auras in a destination (Jenkins, 1999) . Furthermore, there is ambiguity on a commonly accepted definition of DI among tourism scholars. While many studies do not include a specific definition, others cite many definitions without an evaluation of the one they are based on. When the literature is reviewed it can be seen that scholars do not use DI as a single term but to cover several aspects and types of destination images, arguably reflecting the complexity of the concept. There is projected image, which is the image promoted by DMOs, and this is not the one which is constructed in the minds of individuals (Jenkins, 1999; Kim & Lehto, 2013) .This image which is constructed in the minds of individuals is called perceived image (Baloglu & Mangaloglu, 2001; Beerli & Martı́n, 2004; Chen & Hsu, 2000) . The perceived image is also divided into primary and secondary images. While primary image refers to more complex image constructed after the personal experience of a destination, secondary image is the one based on the induced and organic information sources (Gartner, 1994; Jenkins, 1999; Tasci et al., 2007) . These categories may signal that DI is a construct that can be easily divided into individual parts; however, our understanding of DI is as holistic as in the Crompton's (1979) definition. He defines DI as "sum of beliefs, ideas, [feelings] and impressions that a person has of a destination" (p.18).
Our review of the literature leads to see DI as a holistic construct rather than a total of individual attributes (Echtner & Ritchie, 1991; Reilly, 1990) . Therefore, the framework presented in Figure 1 will guide our (re)conceptualization DI and to understand its formation. Although it may not be possible to present a complex and multi-dimensional construct (Gallarza et al., 2002; Pike, 2005) in a simplistic figure, this model may help to better conceptualization by stressing roles of diverse influencing factors in destination image formation.
Figure1 shows that a DMO starts to project an image through different media channels. This is the desired image that the DMO wants to create in the minds of potential travellers (Mak, 2011) . However, since individuals may have some information about the specific destinations through organic sources, such as TV, internet, books, magazines, relatives and friends; they almost inevitably have an organic image in their minds (Gartner, 1994; Jenkins, 1999) . Therefore, when they perceive promotional messages from different media channels, the organic images in their minds may or may not change (Ekinci, 2003; Tasci & Kozak, 2006) . Although this might be explained as a sequence, these organic and induced images may not be easily distinguished from each other, and either induced or organic images may be constructed earlier than the other. Because these organic and induced images are constructed prior to actual visitation of a destination they are called secondary images (Gartner, 1994) . As suggested in Figure 1 , the image projected by the destination has an impact on these secondary images, but there are other factors such as culture, history, politics, economics, technology and motivations which may influence the formation of images (Canally, 2010; Fesenmaier & MacKay, 1996) Therefore, in order to explore previsit perceptions of individuals, or the secondary images in their minds, these factors needs to be taken into account. When someone visits a destination, destination image in his/her mind becomes richer and more complex. This is called primary image since it is based on the first-hand experiences (Gartner, 1994; Jenkins, 1999) . To distinguish the role of experiences in DI formation, both the primary and secondary images in the minds of individuals needs to be further investigated. The conceptual framework depicted in Figure 1 will guide an elaborate empirical study that will investigate destination image formation incorporating the factors identified here. 
CONCLUSION
Although tourism scholars have been studying destination image for more than three decades, there are only few studies that contribute significantly to our understanding of DI formation (Baloglu & McCleary, 1999; Echtner & Ritchie, 1991; Gallarza et al., 2002; Lai & Li, 2012; Tasci et al., 2007) . We have identified above the need to consider socio-cultural factors and recent technological changes in such conceptualizations (Canally, 2010) . Perhaps as a consequence of post/positivist understanding of tourism phenomenon, DI research seems to be dominated by quantitative structured research methods (Ateljevic et al., 2007; Tribe, 2008; Goodson & Phillimore, 2004) whereas qualitative studies might be more appropriate to capture the processes that allow individuals to construct destination images in their minds. Although there are recent attempts to bring wider social science perspectives to tourism studies, further research is necessary in order to contribute to a better conceptualization of destination image and shed a light to overlooked socio-cultural aspects of tourism along with recent technological changes. The study that will follow this conceptual paper will attempt to provide novel explanations of destination image formation in the contemporary environment and help both scholars and destination managers deal with these complex processes.
